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STATE OF MINNESOTA

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNKY GENKRAL ADDRESS REPLY 10
_ ATTORNE Y GENERAL'S OFFICE
HUBERT H. HUMPHREY. 111 ST. PAUL 55155 POLLUTION CONTROL DIVISION
HUMP! 1935 WEST COUNTY ROAD B-2
ATTORNEY GENERAL h 1 8 ROSEVILLE. MN 85113
Marc 4, 1985 TELEPHONL: (612) 296.7342

The Honorable Paul A. Magnuson
United States District Judge
United States District Court
754 United States Courthouse
316 N. Robert Street

St. Paul, MN 55101

Re: United States v. Reilly Tar & Chemical Corporation
Civil No. 4-80-469
Civil No. 4-85-310

Dear Judge Magnuson:

Due to inadvertent clerical error, the enclosed Table of
Contents was omitted from the "Memorandum of the State of
Minnesota in Response to Both (1) Memorandum of Reilly Tar &
Chemical Corporation in Opposition to the State of Minnesota's
Motion for Leave to File Second Amended Complaint (Civil No.
4-80-469) and (2) Reilly's Memorandum in Support of Motion for
Temporary Restraining Order, Order to Show Cause, And Preliminary
Injunction (Civil No. 4-85-310), which was delivered to you on
March 13, 1985.

I am sorry for any inconvenience this may have caused.

Very truly yours,

LISA R. TIEQEL

Special Assistant

Attorney General
LRT:mah

Enc.

cc: All counsel of record
Hon. Crane Winton
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